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Each year, approximately 400 Ohio 
farmers send their production and f inan-
cial records to The Ohio State University 
for computerized analysis through the Ohio 
Farm Business Analysis Program. Twenty-
nine of the most complete and accurate 
soybean enterprise records received were 
summarized to prepare this report. 
Table 1 (on the back of this page) 
gives an overview of financial and pro-
duction information for soybean enter-
prises in 1981, as well as comparisons 
to 1980 and 1979. The 1981 data is 
divided into upper 50%, average, and 
lower 50% groups based on a ranking of 
unpaid labor and management income. The 
table helps illustrate that 1981 was 
not a good year for soybean growers as 
the average soybean enterprise earned 
a negative return to labor and manage-
ment of $-14.41 per acre. It is import-
ant to note, however, the vast differ-
ence between upper 50% and lower 50% 
soybean enterprises. Good management 
is certain to have been a key factor 
in the success of the upper 50% group. 
One important characteristic of the 
upper group is its low total investment, 
which significantly lowered its cost of 
interest not charged or interst on 
owner equity. 
Figure 1 illustrates income and ex-
pense trends over time for soybean enter-
prises. Although the margin between in-
come and expenses had been narrowing in 
recent years, 1981 was the first year to 
show a significant loss for soybean growers. 
Both cash and non-cash expenses had been 
rising steadily and the significant drop 
in value of production in 1981 led to the 
losses. The major cause for the drop in 
value of production was lower market 
prices for soybeans. 
Figure 2 offers the same information 
as Figure 1, but presents it in a per 
bushel framework. One can see that the 
drop in value per bushel of soybeans from 
1980 to 1981 was the most significant pro-
fit-inhibiting factor for the soybean 
producer in 1981. 
FIGURE 1 -- INCOME AND ExPENSES OF PER ACRE 
SOYBEAN PRODUCTION, OHIO, F.8.A., 1973-81 
$ P!R ACRE 
225 
200 
175 
150 
125 
100 
75 
50 
25 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,---..J 
/.,,.,.... 
/ 
I 
', I ,, 
,_/ -- TOJ'AL VALUE OP PROOUC'll(ll 
/ 
~/ 
TOT AL COST OF PllODUCTICll 
CASH CCST OF PROOUCTICll 
73 74 75 76 17 78 79 80 81 YEAR 
24 24 21 35 39 35 34 34 29 RO. or FAlllS 
FIGURE 2 -- VALUE AND EXPENSES OF PER 
BUSHEL SOYBEAN PRODYCTION, OHIO, F.8.A. 1973-1981 
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